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U.S. Appin. No. 10/678,175 

REMARKS 

Claim Rejections 

Claims 1 and 2 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over U.S. Pat Pub. No. 2003/0063592 to Seki et al f Seki") in view of U.S. Pat. 
Pub. No. 2003/0098777 to Taylor etal CTaylof Applicants traverse these rejections. 

Addressing claim 1, the combination of Seki and Taylor fails to disclose or suggest at 
least a plurality of communication interfaces connected to said bus comprising a power switch 
and a power controller, and a processor comprising detecting means for detecting unused One of 
the plurality of commimication interfaces and controlling means for supplying a control signal to 
said power controller of said unused communication interface through said bus, as recited in the 
claim. 

Figure 1 of Seki cited by the Examiner illustrates a network controller 15, a wireless 
LAN conti-oller 16 and a CPU 1 1 . However, neither FIG. 1 nor any other figure of Seki 
discloses or $uggests the above-noted claim features. Taylor does not cure at least these 
deficiencies of Seki. 

Taylor discloses a wireless buildmg access system having remote card readers that wake 
up when a card is detected (paragraph 0062)* Taylor does not, however, cure at least the above- 
noted deficiencies of Seki. As disclosed in Taylor, a processor located on an interface panel 
monitors remote building access points through a wireless link, and powers down the access 
points, or portions thereof, as conditions allow (paragraph 0062). In other wordSj Taylor 
discloses a method of wirelessly monitoring and deactivating power suppUes in remote wireless 
devices. 
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Taylor, therefore, does not disclose or suggest at least that power to comnauiiications 
interfaces is controlled by a processor coimected to arid communicating with the coininuiiications 
interfaces through a common bus, ais set forth in the claim. Even if one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the tirne the invention was made had been motivated to combine the references, the 
combination would still not result in the features as claimed. 

For at least the above reasons, claim 1 is patentable over the cited prior art. Claim 2, 
which depends from claim 1, is patentable at least by virtue if its dependency. 

Claim 3 has been rejected und^ 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Seki in view of Taylor, and further in view of U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0133337 to Yamada al 
C*Yamada"). Applicants traverse this rejection. 

The combination of Seki, Taylor and Yamada does not disclose or suggest the features of 
claim 3. As established above, the combination of Seki and Taylor fails to disclose or suggest at 
least the above-noted features of claim 1 incorporated into claim 3 by virtue of its dependency. 
Yamada does not cure at least these deficiencies. 

The Examiner relies on Yamada to allegedly disclose a method of controlling individual 
devices for consuming less power (peuragraph 0037). Yamada, however, discloses a 
semiconductor device capable of intemal power control, rather than a plurality of communication 
interfaces further comprising a power supply line to maintain the ON and OFF states between 
said power source and said power control!^, as recited in the claim. Further, Yamada's power 
control is performed based on control signals generated by circuit blocks within the 
semiconductor device (FIG. 1; paragraph 0037), ralher than by a processor having controlling 
means which suf^lies a control signal to a power controller of an unused communication 
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interface ttirough a bus, as set forth in the claim. Therefore, Yamada does not disclose the 
features recited in claim 3, nor does it cure the deficiencies of the Seki-Taylor combination. 

Since the combination of Seki, Taylor and Yamada fails to disclose or suggest the 
features as claimed, claim 3 is patentable over the combined references. 

Claim 4 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable ow&c 
Seki in view of Taylor, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,233,689 to Allen et al ("Allen") 
and U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2004/0097265 to Cadieux et al ("Cadieux"). AppHcants traverse this 
rejections. 

The combination of Seki, Taylor, Allen and Cadieux does not disclose or suggest the 
features of clmm 4. The Examiner relies on Cadieux and Allen to allegedly disclose switching 
off a power switch after a predetermined time. Cadieux and Allen, however, do not disclose or 
suggest the features recited by claim 1 and incorporated into claim 4 by virtue of its dependency. 
Therefore, even if one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made had been 
motivated to combine the references, the combination would still not result in the features as 
claimed. For at least the above reasons, claim 4 is patentable over the combination of Seki, 
Taylor, Allen and Cadieux. 

Claims 5-1 1 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Seld in view of Taylor, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,023,357 to Miyasita etal 
("Miyasita"). Applicants traverse these rejections. 

The combination of Seki, Taylor and Miyasita does not disclose the features claimed in 
claims 5-1 L As established above, the Seki-Taylor combination fails to disclose or suggest the 
features of claim 1 incorporated into clmms 5-10 by virtue of tiieir dependency. Miyasita does 
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not cure the deficiencies of the combination. The Examiner relies on Miyasita to allegedly 
disclose a power switch. Miyasita, however, does not disclose or suggest the features recited by 
claim 1 and incorporated into claims 5-10 by virtue of their dependency. Even if one of ordiiiafy 
sldll in the art at the time the invention was made had been motivated to combine the references, 
the combination would still not result in the features as claimed. For at least the above reasons, 
claims SAO are patentable over the combination of Seki, Taylor and Miyasita. 

Claim 1 1 contains features similar to the features recited in claim 1, and is therefore 
patentable over the combination of Seki, Taylor and Miyasita for reasons similar to those set 
forth above. 
Conclusion 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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llie USPTO is dkected and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 

Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 1 9-4880. Please also credit any 

overpayments to said Deposit Account, 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 




Telephone: (202) 293-7060 Registration No. 59,153 

Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 

WASfflNGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 

Date: October 17, 2006 
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